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Public Comment Document F12 ments ponse to &-omments
4D wwn b acCusrry cab 300 HTM Bitp e ida et sers cabed F i 2' i/§7_10 .
) In response to public comment, the Agencies revised the proposed plan and re-
Recommendation by the INEEL CAB on: released it. During the review of comments on the proposed plan, the Agencies
reassessed their initial determination for some WAG 1 sites that the preferred
alternative provided the best balance between criteria. The Agencies factored in
Pl'OpOSGd Plan for Waste Arca GTOUP 1 TCSt Area newly available information and the points of view expressed by the public. Two
North at the INEEL treatability studies were carried out for one site, and further investigations of con-
tamination were carmed out at two sites. A Feasibility Study Supplement was pre-
pared to consider several additional alternatives for several sites and reevaluate the
INEEL CAB Recommendation Number 40 alternatives. The preferred remedy was changed for five sites. As a result, the
revised proposed plan issued in November 1998 not only used an improved format
March 18, 1998 and wording, but also presented an amplified set of cleanup alternatives forming
the basis for the best final selection of remedies. The treatability studies and addi-
tional contamination evaluations confirmed the selection.
Recommendation F12-2/10 o
See response to Comment F12-1, above.
The following recammendation is submitied 10 the Deparzment of Energy’s kdsho Operations Office F12-3/63
(DOE-ID); Region X of the U 5. Environmental Protection Agency, and the State of Idaho as the Idaho e e e
National Engincering and Environmental {.aboratory (INEEL} Citizens Advisary Board”s (CAB) The operation and maintenance costs for containment include all monitoring and
EEL o on the Proposed Plan for Waste Arca Group | (WAG 1)"Test Area North (TAN) a1 the review costs associated with Alternative 1 plus the costs of monitoring against
' ’ subsidence, water infiliration, contour alterations, and other changes in protective-
After carefil review of the Proposed Plan for WAG 1. the INEEL CAB conchuded thar the document is ness of the cover over ime, which are actions not required under Alternative 1,
too Rawed for public review and the apparent ¢rrors precludce ressoned review of the document. In F12-1/
addition, we cannct pravide comment on the sclection of preferred siternatives because we 4o not have 8. 10 F12-4/36 o o
mnamwmﬁm ot this um:: zt the mb::: docuent ::!:s 10 be (k:-::e‘l”= o::‘ry The actual grouting matcrial to bo used would be specified in the remedial design.
sgain in order for the public 1o review it and provide comment on the decisians i will support Factors considered in selection would include leachability, durability, the ratio of
dry mix to liquid, and compressive strength, as well as stability. A treatability
Rationale study for in situ stabilization (grouting) was conducted in 1998 and is documented
in the Final Report, Treatability Study for IMITCO TSF-09 V-1, V-2 and V-3
The following is a partial list of errors and problems that precluded reasoned review on our part Tank Waste, September 1998 (INEEL/EXT-98-00739). Analytical results for
. ) ) ) . ) waste drawn from the V-Tanks showed that three grouting mixes, all containing
* The Md]; m“_r"i‘fl“g W&m’“ﬁn&ﬁ;ﬁ‘ ::::mm:&om PCBs A F12-2/10 some proportion of Portland cement, met the criteria for a suitable
and PCB3. At best, ¢his is confiusing. e i 8 stabilization/solidification option. However, grouting to treat or stabilize waste is
* The Table on page 15 prescnts cost estimates for the remadial alternarives for TSE-07. The estimate F12-3/68 not part of any remedy selected in this ROD, as detailed in Part I Alternatives
for operstion and maintenance costs per year for Alernative 2b “Enginecred Barmier” alternative are involving grouting for treatment or stabilization of contaminated media were deter-
one and 8 baif umes ngher than the GpPCTRGON I mamienance coNts fur ibe Alternative | “Lumited mined not to meet ARARSs for the V-Tanks (TSF-09 and TSF-18) or the PM-2A
Action” alternative. This does not make goodlseme_ . ) Tanks (TSF—26),
* The bottom of page 22 notes the usc of grouting. When asked, the presenter said the grouting F12-4/36
material would be concrete, & subsiance which is not well known for is stabilicy We have had F12.5/74
dincussions of other types of grostt (piastic or ceramuc) which would appear 1o be more togical. U . .
* Table | on Page 7 lists spilled mercury a3 baving a 1ol cancer fisk in humang of 1 in 10,000, There I F12-5/74 The commenters are correct that mercury does not present a cancer risk to
is oo known cancer risk in humans from mercury o humans. The November proposed plan revision clarified this misleading impres-
¢ Page 32, TSF-26, Altemnative Za and Ahcrmative 3a are identified by the same name, yet cost | F12-6/10 sion in the table prescnting risks.
estimates are differemt
* The Table on page 38 presents comments with double negatives This usc of the language makes F12-6/10

iafl

3159

| Fi12-7/10

See responée to Comment F 1_2-11 above.
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Public Comment Document F12 ) p
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F12-7/10 F12-7/10
understanding very difficult (continued) g . response to Comment F12-1, above.
* Radium-226 levels at the Test Area North Disposal Pond are described as being "below F12-8/62
background,” yet the background levels are not presemed. The description 15 meaningless unless Fi2-8/62
more information is provided - - — ‘ -
* The preferred alternative for the V-Tanks {TSF-09/18) is not supported by the decision logic F12-9/52 Radiin-226 does not require remediation at the TAN Disposal Pond (TSF-07).

presented in Table § (which appears to contradict the text)

To return to the March 1998 Meeting Recommendations page
Ta return to the Meeting Dates page.

The February 1998 proposed plan listed radium-226 as one of the COCs at the
Disposal Pord. Following the release of the first proposed plan in February 1998,
further investigation of the radium-226 concentrations at the Disposal Pond deter-
tined that it is present at levels that are below naturally occurring background
levels established for the INEEL. The CERCLA process does not require cleanup
1o below naturally occurring levels. The revised proposed plan issued in
November 1999 reflected this expanded knowledge. Detailed mformation can be
found in the Administrative Record in the TAN 7SF-07 Pond Radium-226
Concentrations and Corrections report (LMITCO Engineering Design File ER-
WAG 1-08, INEEL/EXT-98-00505, June 1998).

F __1_2-9.’52 L

A treatability study of planar ISV, a technological improvement over conventional
ISV, was carried out in 1998 for the V-Tanks. The report on this study, Trearability
Study for Planar In Sity Vitrification of INEEL Test Area North V-Tanks, October
1998 (INEEL/EXT-98-00854), is available in the Administrative Record. The
results of the study demonstrated that planar ISV could be readily implemented
and would have high effectiveness on the contamination present in and surround-
ing the V-Tanks. The study’s results fully support the ranking of ISV as shown in
the November 1998 revised proposed plan, A discussion of the study and its
results could have been included in the plan. The ISV technology typically is less
costly than the multiple technologies required for in situ treatment of mixtures of
organic and heavy metal contaminants such as exist in these tank sites.
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Comment(s)

Response to Comments

Decomber 18, 1968

Mr. Jerny Lyle
P 0. Box 2047

ldaho Falls, 1D 83403-9901
Dear Mr. Lyle:

i am submifting comments on the second Proposad Plan for WWAG 1 issued for
public review. 1 am naf impressed with this sacond attempt.

Geanerai Commaents

Trere 15 no @vidence in thig Plan of the first version fioated early this year. and
the modifications made as a result of thoee comments.  Why?  Are the agencies
embarrassed that they haad o try ihis twica, and st haven't gotten it nght? They
should be.  While some aspecia of the Plan have been improved, many of my earlier
comments and repeated hore - because thay need ta be. | have noted them as *repeat
comments”,

In the last Plan, tha LOFT Pond was ksted as & site where axcess risk exisiad
and remediation was plannad, yet this Plan cails it a site: “with contamination not
sufficient 10 cause unaccapiable risk®, Plaasa axplain this apparent changs in status.
Wiil the agencies take any aclion at this site?

in the last Plan, TAN §16 was included. It is migsing from this Pian. Pisags
axplain to the public why it has been removed.

TAN 566 was discussed in the iast Plan. It has been removed [comrectty, |
pelieve) from this Plan, Please explain to the public why it has been removed and what
acton, if any, the DOE intends to taka at this site.

The RPSSA was included in the fast Plan. It has been remoaved froe this Pian
and listed as a ste: “with no axposure pathway...”. | concur this sita should not be
adgressed by CERCLA, but do not concur thet there is no exposure palhway.
Radionuchdes are located at, or near, tha surface and ars suscaptible to wind biown
transport leading to inhmiation and direct exposure. A pathway cerainly exists. Are the
agencies intentionally mis-represanting the site. or hava thay mada another stupid
slundar? It's sometimes difficult to tell the diference. Pigase wil the puclic why ths
site was removed from the Fian and what the DOE intends to do at this site.

Additianal Commenis
Page 4. infarmation note sn the sidebar.  The note states that INEEL has

disposed of {DW throughout e assessment procass. This 18 8 ciear prevancation,
Many of the 25,000 *legacy sampies” recenty dizpositioned by the INEEL originated

N1-1/11

NI-2/22

N1-3/
21,22

N1-4/22

N1-5/22

NI1-6/5

N1-1/11

'An cffort was made to respond to specific areas that concerned readers, which

included organizing a focus group with members of the public to ask exactly what
items were hard 1o read or understand, and hear ideas on improvement. Many
changes resulted from readers’ requests.

The commenter asks why the revised proposed plan did not specifically describe
and discuss the changes made from the first proposed plan. The changes in tech-
nical content are described in detail in the Feasibitity Study Supplement, which
documents them fully. The revised proposed plan is @ summary only, conlaining
information required for the public to review the final set of alternatives and pref-
erences under consideration. In preparation of the revised proposed plan, it was
clear that as a stand-alone document, it should not contain numerous references
back to a plan that it supersedes. The need to review two versions of the same
plan should not only be unnecessary, but could confuse readers who had not read
or did not have the previously issued plan. The decision was made, therefore, to
issue a revised proposed plan that is based directly on the comprehensive investi-
gation documents, as required. This ROD provides a record of Lhe revision rea-
sons and process.

N1-2/22

The LOFT-02 Disposal Pond was construcied in 1971 for LOFT experiment waste-
water and is now used only for samitary wastewater and boiler blowdown from the
Specific Manufacturing Capability (SMC) operations. The comprehensive RI/FS
documented thal contamination from metals in soil at the LOFT-02 pond is below
levels that pose risk to human health. Threats to ecological recepiors from this siie
will he addressed under the WAG 10 site-wide comprehensive RI/FS. More infor-
mation on this site is available in the Administrative Record for WAG 1.

The proposed plan is a summary of those sites at TAN where remedial aclion is
required to protect human health and the environment from risks posed by past
releases of contamination. The proposed plan is based on the comprehensive

RVFS for WAG 1, which was the culmination of nearly 30 investigations of poten-
tial release sites al TAN. These investigations, which began after the 1991 signing
of the FFA/CO for INEEL, determined that 94 potential release sites at TAN
required study. A 1995 Record of Decision initiated action at 2 sites and deler-
mined that no action or no further action was needed at 30 sites. The comprehen-
sive RI/FS evaluated the remaining 62 potential release sites and determined that
no action or no further action was needed at 53 sites, and threats to hurnan health
required remedial action at 9 sites. One of these 9 sites, the Mercury Spill Area
(TSF-08) was selected for a treatability sdy and will be remediated (if necessary)
under WAG 10. Two siles do not pose a threat to human health but do pose a risk
to the environment: the LOFT-02 Disposal Pond and the WRRTF-03 Evaporation
Pond. These sites also will be addressed under WAG 10. The information and
evaluations leading to these decisions is contained in the Administrative Record
for INEEL and for WAG 1. The primary decision documents are the OU 1-07
ROD, the comprehensive RI/FS, the Feasibility Study Supplement, and the Track
1 and Track 2 reports. The Agencies believed that the proposed plan issued m
February 1998 and the revised proposed plan issued in November 1998 sumuma-
rized this information adequalely.
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Response to Comments

N1-3/21, 22

TAN-616is a hqlnid waste treatment blant it is inactive and will receive further
evaluation under CERCLA within 5 years because of potential for release of con-
taminants from sludge in tanks and pipes.

As part of the comprehensive WAG 1 risk assessment, all TAN buildings and struc-
tures that are still active or inactive but in standby mode were also evaluated to
determine whether future releases from them could occur that would affect the
cumulative and comprehensive assessment of risk. The analysis evaluated the possi-
bility for these scenarios through process knowledge of past activities at these and
similar facilities. As documented in Appendix D of the comprehensive RI/FS, only
4 of the 89 buildings or structures were found to have potential to contribute to
future risk at TAN: the TAN Hot Shop (TAN-607), the asphalt pads outside the
Radioactive Parts Service and Storage Area (RPSSA) buildings (TAN-647 and -
648), and the two Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment and Transfer/Storage build-
mgs (TAN-616 and -666). None of these pose an imminent threat of release; their
retention is based primarily on remote accident scenarios or documented past releas-
es at these or sirilar sites. As part of active operations at TAN, these sites are cov-
ered under appropriate management control procedures. Appendix D deseribes the
programs in place to prevent risks to human health or the environment.

See also response to Comment N1-2, above.

N1-4/22

TAN-666 is a radioactive liquid waste transfer and storage building. It isnotin
use. It is authorized for operation under INEEL Emergency Plan/RCRA
Contingency Plan.

See also responses to Comments N1-2 and N1-3, above.
Ni-522 _ _

TSF-43 (RPSSA Buildings TAN-647 and TAN-648 and outside pads). This is part
of an active facility and wiil be further assessed during removal. The contamina-
tion that is present under the outside pads is fixed in place with an asphalt cover.
The contamination that lies beyond the asphalted area was evaluated as TSF-06,
Soil Contamination Area South of the Tumtable, and the portion of this site that
was determined to require remediation will be cieaned up in accordance with the

decisions implemented in this ROD. More information on this site is available in
the Administrative Record for WAG 1.

See also responses to Comments N1-2 and N1-3, above.
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Public Comment Document N1 omment(s) esponse to Lomments
N1-6/5
Legacy waste is the formal term used by the DOE’s Environmental Management
N1-6/5 Program for the backlog of stored wasie remaining from the development and pro-

from years of CERCLA mveshgation. They had been stored. many of them wnpropery,
for many years befors disposition. That disposition was forced by a finding during a
DEQ RCRA enforcement inspaction. Plaase be honest with the public.

Page 5. “Any remaining potantial releass sies are located near activa faciiities
and wil! be further assessed whan thoss faciities are closed. Curment policies in place at
the active facilities protect workens and the environment.” Plagse axpiain how ‘poterdial
releases” ans known 10 mxast, how we know they are neer actrve faciities (and not far
from’ active faciiiies). Finally, please be specific conceming whal existing “policies”
orctect the enviconment against “potential relensss”

This swe appears to be similar 10 that which gamered my previous comment: -
“Past releases that nave nit been discovered. . have the potential for progucing
unaccaptable risk and wese avaluated...in the RIFS." How can releasss which have not
been discovarad be evaluated? Bounding calculations might be possible, but
undiscovernd rejeases, as discrete units, cannct be evaluated. Suggest changing the
wording.

It appears the wording has been changed. but the agencies are 34l unclear as to
what they mean and intend 0 do

Page 7. next-io-ast paragraph.  WAG 1 appears to be deferring ecological risk
fo WAG 0. This s mconsistent with what is being proposed in the WAG 3 Ptan.  How
do the agencies intend to address this issue across the INEEL? Please be consistent
across the sita and the Program!!

Page 8. RAC for the V-tanks and PM2-A tanks. Rspeat Comment: Tha RAQs
for the V-tanks mention nothing about destruction of PCBs or meating LDRs. Waste
was Bdded to these tanks after 1980 making them 8 RCRA unit where waste was
achvely managed and subiect to LDRs

Page 9. RAQ for the WRRTF gresel jeak. Repeat Comment.  The RAQ does
not address protection of the Snake River Pain Aquifer. A significant source tarm of
diesel was kefl in tha soil and fractuned basait: diesel has migrated through fractiured
basalt of the vagose zone io the aguifer. Remairng desel contammatan could
continge to ieach 1o the aquifer

Aguitonally sithough the RAD mentions the lgaho RBCA standands it shill refies
on the oider, superceded TPH standard.  Which one wili be used? TPH s a state
sandard ‘or iand farming contarminated sail. not a ¢lean up standard  Why can't tha
Bgencies seem to understand thase simple requirements?

Fage 26 Repeat Comment - Sites Remadixted in Previous Achons - Under
which CERCLA ROD were these remediabons conducted? ¥vere these achons done as
part of formal CERCLA ramediations? Remavals? Or norn-CERCLA activities? |f
conducted outsice of CERCLA, please expiain the rationala and authority used by DOE

(continued)

N1-7/13

NI-8/28

NI1-9/32

N1-10/
31, 82

N1-11/30

NI1-12/22

duction of U.S. nuclear weapons, about which a permanent disposal determination
remains to be made. No legacy waste has been or will be generated by the CER-
CLA process at TAN, nor does the WAG 1 investigation include the program for
their disposal.

[nvestigation-derived waste is contaminated soil, debris, liquid, sampling equip-
ment, and personal protective equipment generated during site characterization
and removal activities. It includes samples returned from analytical laboratories.
Actions taken prior to or during cleanup will include appropriate disposal of
WAG 1 mvestigation-derived waste in accordance with federal and state regula-
ttons and the CERCLA process

N1-7/13

The possibilii/t; exists that contaminated environmental media not identified by the

INEEL FFA/CO or in this comprehensive investigation will be discovered in the
future as a result of routine operations, maintenance activities, and decontamina-
tion and dismantlement (D& D) activities at TAN. These will be addressed using
the process for new site inclusion defined in the FFA/CO and will be remediated
pursuant to the RAOs and final remediation goals (FRGs) identified in this ROD,
The comprehensive R1/FS process at WAG | investigated all known actual or
potential release sites. Active operations and cleanup activities at TAN are cov-
ered under various company manuals and environmental restoration management
control procedures.

NI1-8/28

Ecological risks present impacts to entire populations of plants and animals, and
thus require evaluation across the entirc population of cach specics present at the
INEEL. The asscssment of risk to a site-wide species cannot logically be carried
out at any single rclease sitc within a waste arca group. Sites within a waste area
group that have only an ecological risk, therefore, may be evaluated under WAG
10, the final INEEL waste arca group comprehensive investigation, and will be
remediated as appropriate . Those sites will be assumed to have been cleaned up
to meet remedial actions objectives for human health.

The coological sk assessment process (ot e iNEEL nas three phases. iwo
phases are carried out at the level of the individual WAG; the third phase inte-
grates all the WAG information in a site-wide study. The first phase for the WAG
I comprehensive RUFS was a screening-level ecological risk assessment
(SLERA), which identificd data needs for WAG 1 sites and screened out sites at
which no contaminants of potential concern are found. The second phase was a
site-by-site evaluation of the risks from contaminanis to ecological resources
(plants and animals) on the WAG-wide level. The second phase uses an approach
parallel to the human health risk assessment. The (hird phase, which will ke
place under WAG 10, will be the INEEL-wide ecological risk assessment. [t will
integrate WAG-level results from WAGs 1 through 9 to evaluate risk to INEEL-
wide ecological resources. Effects resulting from past contamination and residual
impacts from completed interim or remedial actions will be assessed for their
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N1-8/28 {continued)

potential to adversely affect populations and commuynities on an ecosystem-wide
basis (that is, over the cntire INEEL). Remediation will take place as required foi-
lowing completion of that study.

N1-9/32

The remediat action objective (RAQ) specified is consistent with the RAO used
for tank sites throughout all WAGs at the INEEL. Also, destruction of PCBs will
be met through specified ARARs, as listed in Part H of this ROD,

N1-10/31, 82

The comprehensive RI/FS determined that contamination at the Fuel Leak site
does not threaten the aquifer. The 1995 OU 1-07B ROD for the Technical Support
Facility [njection Well determined on the basis of groundwater quality analyses
that this well is the source of groundwater contarinants at TAN. The well was
last used as a disposal site in 1972. Remediation of the contaminated groundwater
plume below TAN is proceeding in accordance with the 1995 ROD. More infor-
mation on this site is gvailable in the Administrative Record for WAG 1.

Ni-11/30

The remedial action objective was identified in the revised (November 1998) pro-
posed plan for the Fuel Leak site as: “Prevent direct exposure to total petroleum
hydrocarbon constituents at concentrations over 1,000 mg/kg, in accordance with
the State of Idaho Risk-Based Corrective Action guidance " The RAO was
changed in this ROD to; "Prevent exposure to petroleum hydrocarbon con-
stituents 1n accordance with the Staie of Idaho Risk-Based Corrective Action guid-
ance." The 1,000 mg/kg reference to total petroleum hydrocarbons was removed
to conform to the State of Idaho Risk-Based Corrective Action guidance enacted
on January i, 1997. This change is described in Part 11, Section 11, of this ROD.
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Public Comment Document N1
N1-12/22 j
The information and cvaluations leading to these decisions is contained in the
NI1-12/22 Administrative Record for WAG | and the INEEL. The primary decision docu-

to conduct non-emergency claanups of CERCLA sites without public review.
; e G
V-tanks

1. ISV hag a histary of leaving unvititified inciusions in malts. Further, these
inclugions remain unkndwn uniess the sofidified mel is dismantied.  Flaase
identify how the agencies will engure and verify that this process wil effectively
trest ail of the wasta in the V-ianks. Untrested wasta will nullify and violate tre
nsk-assessment assummptions made for this site anc will seversly impact “lang
tern effectiveness”™. | strongly suggest Altemative Z be adopted.

2 18v hajs not baen done on a waste which is mastly water and atso has a high void
coefficient (haif-full tanks) |t is unclear why the agancies believe that sieam
evoiution/axplosions will not hamper this proposed trestment. | strongly su
Altemative 2 ba adopted. P gly suggest

2 ISV has a history of significant releases of organic contamirants to the
atmosphara. How wili the agencies address this known problem? These tanks
also corlain high concentrations of mercuty.  How walf aimospheric reieases of
mereury bg controfled?  How will all of tha steam in the off-gag affect the organic-
and mercury-retention units in the off-gas system? 1 believe these issues
strongly detract from the "short term affectiveness’ of this altemative. | strongly
suggest Allermative 2 be adopted.

4 Repez_lt Comment: ‘The description of tank contents {*radionucfidas, metals, and
organics”] coes nat inform the public of the actual contents (isted waste, high
mencury, PCBs, alpha coataminalion) and thus the public cannot evaluate
whqthe( the proposed actions are raalistic and protective of human heaith and the
gnvironment Please provide complete and honest deslrigtion of tank contents.

8 Une of my past comments was - “Further evaluation of the uranium-235 will be
parfermed prior 10 any remediation.” Why was U:235 rot evaluated during the
RIFFS, as required by the NCP? This iz another exarnple of how the agencies
have proceeded to Make cleanup decisions based on inadequaia ata. This
Proposed Plan shu-uld he withdrawn and resubrmdted to public commen® when
chara;teﬁzatinn I£ completa, the potertial risk is fully known: and reglistic,
comphant aliernativas identified and evalyated

The concern aboud 4-235 is mot receated in this Plan  What happened? Did the
concern go away? Have agencies simply decided rot to share i wiih the public?
Plaace explain . and be nones!

6. Hepeat Comment.  Waste was added {5 t1ese tanks after 1530 makirg hem a

RCRA unit where waste was acively managed and subject ic LORs.

1

(continued}

NI1-13/33

N1-14/52

N1-15/33

NI1-16/33

N1-18/47

N1-19/54

ments are the QU 1-07 ROD, the comprehensive RIFS, the Feasibility Study
Supplement, and the Track 1 and Track 2 reports. The Apencies believed that the
proposed plan issued in February 1998 and the revised proposed plan issued in
November 1998 summarized this information adequately.

See also response to Comment N1-2, above.

N1-13/53

The ISV technology that was tested is a modification calied planar ISV, 1tis
described in the Treatability Study for Planar In Sine Vitrification of INEEL Test
Area North V-Tanks, Qctober 1998 (INEEL/EXT-98-00854). Planar ISV is an
enhancement of conventional ISV technology that resolves problems that have
occwrred using conventional 18V, By treating the contamination matrix {rom the
ground surface down, conventicnal 1SV can trap volatile materials below the melt
resulting in pressure buitdup that can cause displacement of material from the melt
pool, overheating of the off-gas treatment system, and process upsets. Planar ISV
resolves these issues by positioning the melt plancs to the sides of the contamina-
tion area, allowing the melt to proceed from the sides inward toward the center so
the vapors can vent upward and be cffectively and safely removed. Reliability
problems and process upsets are not anticipated for planar ISV,

Planar ISV could simuitaneously treat, in situ, the radicactive and chemically haz-
ardous materials in the V-Tanks (including the PCBs) and the contaminated sosl
surrounding the tanks. A full-scale demonstration to meet Toxic Substances
Control Act {TSCA) requirements was performed at the Apparatus Service Center
Superfund Site in Spokane, Washington, (o treat PCBs. All objectives werc met
and an EPA TSCA permit was issued in Qctober 1995. A large-scale remediation
was successfully performed on dioxin and other otganic wastes from the Wasatch
Chemical Superfund Sile in Salt Lake City, Utah. Al both siles, ircatment efficien-
cy of over Y9.99% was demonsirated. The planar [SV system has been accepted
for use on four Superfund projects to date. These previous demonstrations and the
treatability study show that planar ISV could be expected to successlully treat the
V-Tank contents and surrounding contaminated soil to achicve final remediation
goals.

For the V-Tanks treatability study, two tests were performed. The first test, using
soii from the TAN site, demonstrated that planar ISV can develop a melt ot suth-
cient scale and configuration to process the 10.000-gal V-Tanks. The sccond test
was performed on a 4,500-gal scaled-down version of a V-Tank containing simulat-
ed sludge and liquids, including a non-radioactive cesium compound. The volatile
matenials present in the actual V-Tanks were also simulated. The remaining void
space in the tank was filled with soil. A post-test evaluation showed that the melts
developed symmetrically with no pressure build-up generated within the tank. The
tank was successfully treated with no process upsets. Evaluation of (he pre- and
post-lest chemical sampling data indicated that, despite its relatively remeolc place-
ment in the bottom of the tank. the cesium was essentially uniformly dispersed and
99.97% of the cesium was retained in the vitrified block. Volatile compounds in
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N1-13/53 (continu_ed)

the soil were also remediated. The minor quantities of debris (rocks, wire, plastic,
and wood) that were processed during the test had no observable cffect on the ISV
process. Although organics were not present in the treatability test, it has been suc-
cessfully demonstrated previously that ISV results in the effective destruction of
organic contaminants while ensuring full compliance with air emission require-
ments. The vitrified block was excavated, fractured, and sampled to verify effec-
tiveness. The concentration of cesiurn, lithium, and molybdenum tracer materials
were shown o be essentially uniform throughout the monolith.

However, the treatability siudy also identified additional costs that were not includ-
ed in the cost estimate prepared for the comprehensive RVFS or presented in the
proposed plan. As a result, the Altemative 4 — [n Situ Vitrification cost for the V-
Tanks sites increased by 50%, lowering its relative ranking due to this decreasc in
cost-effectiveness,

At the same time, two commercial facilities became available for ex situ treatment
of the tank contents, increasing the implementability of Alternative 2 — Soil and
Tank Removal, Ex Situ Treatment of Tank Contents, and Disposal. The facilitics
are permitied to dispose of mixed wastes similar to those in the V-Tanks. The V-
Tanks alternatives were reevaluated to factor in this new information on the ISV
cost and the off-site treatment availability. Because the new varnation of
Altemative 2 would have equally high long-term effectiveness and implementabili-
ty and greater cost-cffectiveness compared to Alternative 4, Alternative 2 was
selected as the remedy for the V-Tanks. Additional details on the reevaluation of
alternatives for the V-Tanks are im Part I, Section 7.1, of this ROD.

Ni-i4/52

A treatability study of planar ISV, a technological improvement over conventional
18V, was camied out in 1998 for the V-Tanks. The report on this study,
Treatability Study for Planar In Situ Vitrification of INEEL Test Area North V-
Tanks, October 1998 (INEEL/EX T-98-00854), is available in the Administrative
Record. The results of the study demonstrated that planar ISV could be readily
implemented and would have high effectiveness on the contamination present in
and surrounding the V-Tanks. The study’s results fully support the ranking of ISV
as shown in the November 1998 revised proposed plan. A discussion of the study
and its results could have been included in the plan. The ISV technology typically
is less costly than the multiple technologies required for in situ treatment of mix-
tures of organic and heavy metal contaminants such as exist in these tank sites.

See also response to Comment N1-13, above.

N1-15/53

See responscé to Comments N1-13 and N1-14, ab;we.
N1-16/53 _ 7

See responses to Cbmmems N 1-13 and N1-14, ‘abovc.
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-

N1-17/47

The V-Tank sites require remedial action to address contaminated soils surround-
ing the tanks. The tanks themselves are partially filled with liquids and sludges
metals, radionuclides, and organic materials. The contamination in the surround-
ing soils originated during transfer of wastes to and from the tanks. The contami-
nation in the tanks is known from process knowledge and sampling 10 include
metals (barium, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and silver), volatile organic
compounds (trichloroethene, 1,1, I-trichloroethane, carbon tetrachloride, and ace-
tone), semi-volatile organic compounds (PCBs and Stoddard solvent), and
radionuclides (cesium-137, cobalt-60, strontium-90, and various isotopes of pluto-
niym and uranium).

Since the tanks have not leaked, they are not a past release and, therefore, were not
eligible for calcutation of risk in the OU 1-10 baseline risk assessment

The tank contents were included in the feasibility study by agreement among the
Agencies. Sufficient information on the tank contents was available to establish the
potential nisk and to evaluate remedial action alternatives for the contents.
Remediation of the site would be much more difficult if it is deferred until after a
release has occurred. It is more cost-effective to treat the tank contents before they
have leaked and at the same time as the surrounding soils, which must be remediat-
cd at this time. Timeliness and greater efficiency will be achicved by treating the
tank contents now, in situ, rather than deferring action until after a release has
occurred.

N1-18/47

The uranium-235 in the tank contents was further evaluated after the publication
of the February 1998 proposed plan. It was determined that the quantities of ura-
nium-235 that are present are not sufficient to pose a risk of criticality and do not
require specific remediation. Results of this evaluation could have been described
int the reviscd proposed plan. The study is available in the Administrative Record
in OPE-ER-98, Katie Hain to Wayne Pierre, EPA, and Dean Nygard, IDHW,
Further evaluations will be performed during the remedial design phase to verify
that the selected remedy will not result in a eriticality concern.

See also response to Comment N1-17, above.
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N1-19/54
The'Agcucics would enforce all applicable ARARs, including LDRs, as identified
in Part II of this ROD. Verification techniques would be described in the remedial
iease expian haw the agencies will guarantee that LDRs will be met for the N1-19/54 dfs'ﬁr“- "I:h};eseletft?dEr emedy for the V-Tanks was changed to Altemative 2 - Soil
hazardous waste and PCBs will be destroyed - knowng that 1SV saves untreated (continucd) and Tank Removal, Ex Situ Treatment of Tank Contents, and Disposal during a
nclusions in tha solidified melt, reevaluation of alternalives for this site, triggered by an increase in the estimated
cost for the 1SV altemnative, and the new availability of off-site commercial treat-
ment facilities permitted to handle mixed wastes similar (o those in the V-Tanks.
7. Repeat Comment. 40 CFR 761.80{e) requires a demonstration of treatment . _
equivalant to incineration. This aquivalancy, through chemical aestruction of NE-20/54  NI1-20/54 . L
PCES.. has not been demonstrated for this type of ISV, Please explain how, and Sec responses to Comments N1-13 and N1-19, above.
when, it will take tlace.
Ni1-21/54
8, Repeat Comment The ARARSs for PCB deswuction have not been See responses to Comment N1-19, above.
demonstrated. PCBs left in place, in untreated melt inclusions, wil create & PCB NI-21/54
chemical waste landfil. The site doss not, and will sot, meet these ARARE. The NI1-22/51 o o
agénces are again prevancaling and misicading the gubiic The CERCLA process provides for general analysis of alternatives as part of the
g A past comment was - The referenced treatability studies should be complatad RI/FS process. Data collection efforts and treatability studies are required to the
pief 16 publication of the Proposed Plan o that the agencies and public exlent necessary to select a remedy. Studies to develop specific details of design
undersiand the limitabons inherent in the salected aiternative. "A3 the tank are not intended to be carried out until the remedy is actually selecled in the ROD,
contents are contaminated with uranium-235.. further evaluation will be to avoid delays in the RIFS process, and for best allocation of resources.
e o o FLES o i P YUT O eer, Piace for NI-22/51  Two treatability studies were performed 10 evaluate the feasibility and effective-
evalustion atfect the proposed altematives? This Proposed Pian should be ness of alternatives for the V-Tanks that involved in situ vitrification or in situ sta-
withdrawn and resubmitted to public camment when treatability studies and other bilization (grouting) and treatmeni of tank contents. The treatability study for in
evaluations are compleis; the patentiai risk is fulty known: and realigtic, compliant situ stabilization {grouting) is described in Final Report, Treatability Study for
attemnatives icentfied and evalugted LMITCO TSF-09 V-1, V-2, and V-3 Tank Waste, September 1998 (INEEL/EXT-98-
. N _ 00739). Analytical results on waste drawn from the V-Tanks showed that three
Vnat happened to this t:eatab:lzty study? {3 U-235 still a probiem?  Please grouting mixes met the criteria for a suitable stabilization/solidification option.
explain why tha proposal has changed from the fisst version of the Plan. Pretreatment of trichloroethene, tetrachloroethene, and PCBs was also tesied. The
16, Repeat Comment - in-sifu vitrification has not been demonstratad a8 an study demonstrated that two of the grouting mixes could successfully be used fol-
equivalent technology for treatment of high mercury (280 ppm) waste. The lowing pretreatment to destroy the organic contaminants,
RCRA Land Disposal Restriction for th.s waste is incinerston or retorung. f N1-23/54 The treatability study for in situ vitrification (ISV) is described in Treatability Study

11.

incinerated the residues must then ba checked for totat marcury comens. If 18V
canrot be demonsirated as an equvalent treatment, then an LR waver will oe
reguired  Why are these issues are not discussed i tnis Plan. The Proposed
Blan shouia be withdrawn and resubmitied o public comment whan the 15V
treaiabdity study is complele and the optun can be fully evaluated.

Trere is no menton of "delisting”, untdear RCRA cf the soiidified melt (It is
mentoned for Allemative 2). If the meit s nct delisied in (ke ROD based on rigk-
tased concentrations. then the remaining melt must be reated as a hazardous
waste fandfil  Bo the agencies plan to meet ARARS for a hazerdous waste
landfd? Orissae & waivar? Piease slat2 yourintent!’  If the agencies do wish o
pursue geistng, how will the me!t be characianzed to ensyre there are no

N1-24/
54, 48

Jor Planar In Siru Vitrification of INEEL Test Area North V-Tanks, October 1998
(JNEEL/EXT-98-00854). The technology that was tested is a modification called
planar ISV, which melts from the sides of the tank inward toward Lhe center
(instead of top downward as in the original 1SV technology). The treatability study
showed that planar ISV could safely and effectively remediate the V-Tanks sites.

The urantum-235 in the tank contents was further evaluated after the publication
of the February 1998 propoesed plan. [t was determined that the quantitics of ura-
niym-235 that are presenl are not sufficient to pose a rigk of ¢riticality and do not
require specific remediation. Results of this evaluation could have been described
in the revised proposed plan. The study is avaitabie in the Administrative Record
n OPE-ER-98, Katie Hain (o Wayne Pierve, EPA, and Dean Nygard, IDHW.
Further evaluations will be performed during the remedial design phase 10 verify
that the selected remedy will not result in a criticality ¢oncern.

N1-23/54

See response 10 Comment N 1-19, above.
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N1-24/54, 48
untrealed inclusions? How will it be sampled to demonstrate that it is a uniform N1-24/ The Agencies are not in favor of requesting an ARAR waiver for this site. ARAR
waste and that it meets the delisting critenia? Tell (ne public the krmitatons of the 54, 48 waivers are difficult to obtain and are not considered best management practice for
preferced allemativa. it is not 2 panaces (continued) this type of site. Remediation of the soils will be consistent. It is anticipated that
the selected remedy for the V-Tanks sites will, (a) for the soils, reduce risk from
external radiation exposure from cesium- 137 to the levels specified in the compre-
PMZ-A Tanks hensive RI/FS and the proposed plan and (b) for the tank contents, result in com-
plete destruction and/or removal of organic contaminants within the shudges and
. Repeat Comment  The site description fails fo mention extensive sofl remaval permanent immobilization of metals and radionuclides. The final remediation
‘ g ; . . . ;
fmr‘; the FM-2A tank area in the mid-80s. I also fails to mantion tha significant goal for the tank contents will be specified during the remedial design.
igck of analytical data on the coments of both tanks. How can remediation N1.25/55 The Agencies would enforce all applicable ARARs, including LDRs, as identified
decisions be mada without adequate data? This Proposad Plan should be in Part I of this ROD. Verification techniques would be described in the remedial
withdrawn and resubmitted to public comment when characterization is complete; design. The selected remedy for the V-Tanks was changed to Alternative 2 — Sotl
tha potential nsk s fully known: and realisbc, compliant aftematives identified and and Tank Removal, Ex Situ Treatment of Tank Contents, and Disposal during a
evaluated reevaluation of alternatives for this site, triggered by an increase in the estimated
2 The sita description fails to mention that the tank contents and soil are cost for th;_ISV altqmative, and the new availabili_ty _of' off-site cc_nmmcrcial treat-
contaminated with RCRA listed waste. Please identify to which ‘on-site” facility N1.26/37 ment facilities permitted to handie mixed wastes similar 10 those in the V-Tanks,
this waste will be sent for disposal.  If this Altemative is depending on the WAG -
3 1CDF. a facility which has not yel been approvad, yet alone degigned, buitt, or N1-25/55
%imm g?&tl%bmtggm; shz:i;ab? : m&’&sﬁdor unider The PM-2A Tank system was shut down in 1975 after 20 vears of usc because of
‘Implentability” because the faaity 19 not yet avalatle and may never be operational difficulties and spillage. Subsequent removal actions have been sum-
available. Identify where this wirste will be sent for disposal. martzed in the 1995 OU 10-06 Removal Action documentation. It is unclear
) which removal action the comment refers to. Removals actions include (1)
3. Do the ayencies plan on “delisting’ this waste (soil and tank coments) under NI-27/58  temoval of most of the liquids in the late 1970s; (2) dismantlement and deactiva-
RCRA? If 50, what risk-based standards will be used” tion of the aboveground and underground hardware and piping in 1981 and 1982;
" Page 15. Preferred Altemative. The o5 seem lo think that *stabilzation” is (3) removal of remaining liqui;!s from the tanks and partjal filling wi_th diatoma-
not “treatment” $inge this Plan stales that stabdization would not reduce toxicity. ceous carth to dry the studges in 1981; {4) removal of 6 in. of top soil from a 75-
mobiity, or volume; but that trestment woukl accomplish these goais. What is N1-28/58 by £50-foot area northeast of the tanks in the mid- to late-1980s; and (5) a
tha difference between "stabilizaton’ and “teatment’?  Am | now to reaiize ihat non—iine crilcal temoval aciion m 993,
:_;zs:: mﬂite:;:.t;etﬁual:iﬂqieb::: ﬁﬁglzm&; n‘;tft"éiﬁ;zﬁ? wnd The PM-2A Tanks sites require remedial action o address contaminated soils sur-
Please sxplain and be consistent rounding the tanks. The contamination in the surrounding soils ongmated dunng
transfer of wastes to and from the tanks and during removal of liquids afier opera-
tions ended. The tanks themselves contamn only a few inches of contaminated
So Contamination S. of Turmiable sludge. When the tanks were emptied, only an inch of liquid remained in the bot-
| tom of each, to which diatomaceous earth was added as an absorbent. The contam-
[ imponant ARANRS for dis prelemed ALmalve intiuGs iGaNG An | usc A i N1-29/61 nation m the sludge is known from process knowledge and sampling to include
Potiutants (radicnuclides) and federai NESHAPS for radionuciide emissions.  The metais (barium, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and silver), organic materials
sidebar discussing ARARs 13 defuert {(including PCBs), and radionuclides (cesium-137, cobalt-60, strontium-90, and
2 Please dertify to which ‘on-sile” faciiity this waste wrll te sent for disposat K NL30/A7 various isotopes of plutonium and uranium).

Bus Altermatrve is depending on the WAG 3 ICDF. a facilty which has not yet
heen approved. yet alone desigred. built, or epproved for oceration, then the

Since the tanks have not leaked, they are not a past release and, therefore, were not
eligtble for calculation of risk in the QU [-10 baseline risk assessment. The tank
contents were included in the feasibility studv by agreement among the Agencies.
Sufficient information on the tank contents was available to establish the potential
risk and to evaluate remedial action alternatives for the contents. Remediation of
the sitc would be much more difficuit if it is deferred until after a release has
occurred. 11 1s more cost-effective to treat the tank contents before they have
leaked and at the same time as the surrounding soils, which must be remediated at
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N1-25/55 (continued)

this time. Timeliness and greater efficiency will be achieved by treating the tank
contents now, rather than deferring action until afier a release has occurred.

N1-26/37

The actual on-site disposal location for TAN materials, which could be the
Radioactive Waste Management Complex (RWMC), the proposed ICDF, or anoth-
er facikity, will be determined during remedial design following implementation of
this ROD. The proposed ICDF would be a landfill for low level radionuclide-con-
taminated soil and debris. Selection of the ICDF for disposal of TAN materials
depends at least in part on the timeframe assoctated with construction of the facili-
ty and its waste acceptance criteria. Costs for this facility, however, would likely
be much lower than current RWMC disposal fees.

The development of the ICDF is being planned under Waste Area Group 3 at the
idaho Nuclear Technology and Engineering Center (INTEC; formerly the Idaho
Chemical Processing Plant). A description of the proposed ICDF, including its sit-
ing, design, capacity, lifespan, and waste acceptance criteria, was presented in
October 1998, in the Proposed Plan for Waste Area Group 3 at the ldaho
Chemical Processing Plant. The Record of Decision for Waste Area Group 3 is
expected to be finalized in September 1999,

N1-27/58

All apphcable ARARs, as identified in Part IT of this ROD, will be enforced by the
Agencies. Verification techniques will be described in the remedial design.
Satisfaction of LDRs, as required, will be enforced by the Agencies.

N1-28/58

Treattnent is any compouent of an shiernative that reduces the toxicity, mobility, or
volume of the hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants through destruc-
tion or alteration. Stabilization, by decreasing the mobility of hazardous sub-
stances, is a form of treatrnent. Proposed plan wording may have incorrectly
implicd that stabilization is not a form of treatment. Decontamination and other
treatment as required 1o meet ARARs will be developed during the remedial
design.. Grouting, as a method of treatment or stabilization, will not be a part of
the selected remedy.

Ne2ofey
All applicable ARARs, as wdentified in Part 1T of this ROD, will be enforced by the
Agencies.




gV

Test Area North, Waste Area Group 1
Public Comment Document N1

Comment(s)

Response to Comments

agencies are being presumptucus  Dependence on the ICOF for disposal should
be 2 strong negative factor under “Implentability” because the facifily is not yet
available, and may never be avalable.  Identity where this waste will be sent for
disposal

Oisposal Pond

1. This pond has receivaed purge watar from surrounding wells. The purge water
has been determined to contain a RCRA listed wasie. Sediments n the pond
may also be contamingted with RCRA iisted waste.  How do the agencies pian to
address this issua?

2 Repeat Comment The site description and history %ails to menlion the illegai
rernoval action, caiked a "best managerment practice” condicted in the early
19308, The acton remaved and grouted sedimants from the pond inlet. This
oond was sampied soveral years ago. Was the risk estimate based on the
contaminants found at the time of sampling? How cid the risk assessment
account for the continued digcharge since sampling was conducted?  Are metal
gencentrations in pond sediments STILL below nsk lovels?

3. Page 18, Alternative 1. "Altemative 1 would....comply with reguiations.” Which
reguiations? Either enumerate them for this alternative. and ait others, or simply
state the aiternative complies. with ARARs  Frankly, | would prefer you
gnutherate them so the public might have s betier idea what the agencies raally
plan to comply with and what they plan 10 carefully igrore

Bum P

1. Please identify the expacted concentrations. and related risk vahes, b_r the
berytium, chioninated sotvents and products of incomplete combuston in these
pits.

2 Regeat Comment. WRRTF-01 - This site contains lead af depths within the
-fyiure residential. with intrusion” 20ne of 0-3 m below ground gurface (bgs). ‘Tha
tead will not decay i tha next 100 years. 1t will still be available through various
exposure pathways, yet the proposed action is to leave it in place. 40 CFR
2An A0 o uane rlpnr ahtd sllowghle rsk o the NOCP s sisar that contanantz
<hou'd be treated or removed rather than loft in place.  Why will lead ba left in
place at this site? 1t seems ludicrous that a small stte witl be fanced fur?.-ver inan
zrea st has 2 real potential for future use by the public. Lead contamination at
s site should be ramoved or eated to reduce fiture nsk

3 Repeat Comment. WRRTF-C1 - Tha RIFS for (hi¢ site indicates that the
possitie presence of PCBs, dioans. and furans was not investigated  This
seems & gross oversahl ginge it 15 known that waste oils were burned durng a

N1-30/37
(contirued)

N1-31/63

N1.32/63

N1-33/66

N1.34/60

N1-35/71

NI1-36/69

N1-30/37

Sec response to- Commer;i N 1 -26:556;10
N1-31/63

The Agencies are not aware of any previous removal actions at this site. Surface
waler, sediments, subsurface soil, and perched water associated with the pond
were sampled from 1982 to 1991 These sampie data, together with process
knowledge regarding the wastewater disposed of in the pond, were considered
adequate to characterize contaminants at this site. Concentrations of radionu-
clides, metals, and organic materials within the soils of the inactive area of the
pond were assessed; cesium-137 was determined to be the only contaminant pos-
ing a risk to human health and the environment that requires remediation. Current
discharges into a separate 2. 5-acre area within the disposal pond (the "active" por-
tion of the pond) consist only of sanitary and industrial waste and are made under
a State of Idaho permit for Land Application of Wastewater. Because the disposal
pond received waste listed under RCRA, additional samples will be collected as
part of implementation of this ROD to provide data to support a no-longer-con-
tatned-in determination for this site. The comprehensive RI/FS concluded that
metals, organic materials, and radionuclides other than cesium-137 were not at
levels sufficieni to pose nisks o human health or the environment.

N1.32/63

See response Lo Comment N1-3 L, above.

N1-33/66

All applicable ARARs, as identified in Part 11 of this ROD, will be enforced b\ the
Agencics.

N1.34/69

Activities at these sites verv likely included the burming of used petroleum products
and solvents. Therefore, a polenual for PCB contamination exists. In addition.
open burning of petroleum products and chlorinated chemicals could result in the
production of dioxins/furans. Recent investigation into available records also indi-
cates that other toxic substances, such as beryllium, chlorinated solvents, and used
oils were disposed of in the pits. Further coniaminants may include pesticides and
additiviial nictais. Frevious sampimg aid not idemity these possible contamanants,

N1-35/71

The Agencies believe that the selection of Alternative 2 — Containment with
Native Soil Cover 1s supported by the analysis of cost-cffectiveness, compliance
with threshold critena, and mmplementability. The remedial destgn will require
sampling and analysis to design the soil cover to ensure that it will be completely
protective of human health and the environment. If it were determined that a fully
protective cover could not be cost-effective, then one of the Altemative 3 varia-
tions {Excavation and Gn-Site or Oif-Site Disposal) would be selected.
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maka this detarminaticn shauld aiready have peen carformea as part of the Track
2or ALFS. Dbvicusiy. t has not besr. Suggest Mis ste be retracted from the
Pizr. unid proper ste charasterzaton has geen completes  Sie characterizatian
is nos 1o ha complete AFTER the ROD.

Mercuey Spill Area

Public Comment Document N1 Comment(s) Response to Comments
N1-36/69
See response to Comment N1-34, above.
time when PCBa were found in many 2il products. Since there i no knowladge
of the concentzations of those contaminants, the real nsk at the site may te much N1-36/69 N1-37/71
higher than estimated Thus tne RIFS is inadequate anc incomplete. An action i -y - T T T e =
daqierminaticn af thus site can nzt be mage un?i?g complate risk p?oﬁle is obtained (continued) See response Lo Comment N1-35, above,
through sampiing. This Progased Plan shoald be windrawn and resubmitted to
putiic comment whes characterization rs camgiete; the potential sk is fudly N1-38/69 R e .
kriowr: and reahistic. compliant altematives identified and eveluated. See response to Comment N1-34, above.
4, Repeat Cemment.  T8F-03 - This site containg lead at aepths within the *fulure N1-39/71
residential, with intrusion” zone of 0-3 m bgs. The isad will nat decay in the nex N1-37/71 L T H
100 years. it will suil k< available through various axposure pathways, yat the ‘ See response to Comment N1-35, above.
groposed action i3 {0 eave it in place. 40 CFR 30D0.430 s very ciear about
allowable nisk and ihe NCP is clesr that contsminants snquld be treated or N!_—%O/?B L —
camoved rather har lefl in piace. Why wil lead oe left In piace ai this site? It CERCLA guidance documents acknowledge that there are limited situations in
:gf::‘: ??;,:rfmuzrﬁ; D‘T g;lesgsbﬁ‘ bf e?dngtfau;?::; ;1 ':T gi:’iiiga;::j : brzai which flexibility may be required to ensure implementation of the most appropri-
rernaved of reated 10 reduce future risk. ate remedy. One such situation is where two different technologies under consid-
eration appear to offer comparable performance on the basis of the five primary
5 Repest Comment. TSF -03 - The RIFS for this site ingicates that the possilila balancing criteria, such that both could be argued to provide the "best balance of
presance of PCBs, dioxing, and furans was nol investigatad.  This seems a tradeoffs." Under such circumstances, the proposed plan and ROD may identify
grose Qvereght since it is known tnat wasts ofis were bumed during a time when N1-38/69 one as the selected remedy and specify (he criteria whereunder the other remedy
gﬂgg&?ﬁﬁ?gﬁ'&:&g{gﬁs lhi”:;:it::;ealtsﬂf: :G?ecvn“'!l:?%&em?\ would be implemented. The Agencies believe that the selection of Alternative 2 —
- g g ) ) Containment with Native Soil Cover is supported by the analysis of cost-effective-
Shor b s, Toe AU i nodes oo Srarson nes complanc wihUreshold i, plmoniabity Th el
through sampling. This Proposed Plan snould be withdrawn and rasubmitted to deslg_n will require sampling and analysis to design the soil cover to ensure that it
public commant whan characterizalion is complate; the potential risk is fully will be completely protective of human health and the environment. 1f it were
kaown; and realistic, compiant alternatives identified and evaluated. determined that a fully protective cover could not be cost-effective, then one of the
Alternative 3 variations (Excavation and On-Site or Off-Site Disposal) would be
6 Repeat Comment - Prefarmed Altemative for WRRTF-01 ard TSF-03 - The selected. This change would be documented tn an Explanation of Significant
prefarrad alternative of Limited Acton I8 unacceptable for two reascns. 1) The . Differences (ESD). The ESD would be placed into the WAG 1 Admimstrative
nsk from {he jead wil be the same 150 years from now as it :s row. Lead wii no; N1-39/71 Record, and the Agencies would provide notice o the public of the change in
gecay fike raddnucikies. Fencing this smafl portion of fand in an area which may h (o this sit
actuatly te used by {uture resigems is an attempt te cheagiy abrogate your approach to this sie.
rezponsibiites, and iggal requirements. under CERCLA,; 2) This preferrad
shemnative does not address the unknown nsk from PCBs, dioxng, and furans.
7 Pags 1 Praferrad Altarrativa I a0ears e 3gencies ara Roscsing &
centingent RO for this site. I su, please state il glegny. Charamierizaton o N1-40/73
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N1-41/75
Al railroad tracks areas were evaluated for possible mercury contamination. The

1. Repeat Comment. TSF-OT - Mercury 15 found all alang the tracks within the TAN N1-41/75 mitial cleanup of mercury was performed at the time of each spill in the 1950s
ares, from the site of the removal ection over to TAN G48. yet no mention is made and 1960s. Standard procedure at that time was to clean up the visible mercury.
of this in the site descripion. Was the rest of the track contamination considersd During later cleanup actions, mercury was cleaned up to meel goals that were
during the investigation? based on soil ingestion risk-based levels. Later, during the comprehensive RI/FS,

. . the site was reevaluated to compare homegrown produce ingestion risk-based

2. ;Iggtim:hr:: ;ﬁf&f ?:3;:::2:6:‘ 6?; :: ec:fT;l;?:;?)m ta ?;ﬁ;# b:g:‘ “in.fu N1-42/78 concentrations. These levels are much lower than those for soil ingestion, because
public comment ba sought? ) mercury can bioaccumulate (build up) in the plants. The remaining conlamination

exceeded those concentrations.

WRRTF Fue! Leax N1-42/78

1. Repeat Commenl. WRRTF-13 « The site descrption fails to indicate this reigase : - — -y e :
resﬁ?ted in free product on the agudfer \:ihlch indigatﬁ g:uss g;?mimésa;e: 2 NI1-43/79 The design of the phytoremediation treatability study will include review of all
present in the fractured basatt beneath the scit. The RIFS fails 1o consider this current scientific documentation and ongoing research both in and beyond the
sdditional contaminant pathway and is thug incomglete. Risk a Ihis site seems DOE complex. Public information and comment opportunitics wilt be carmmied out

| ma . opp | .
based on TAH whan this mathod hag bean supercaded within the state of ldaha as part of the INEEL’s public involvement activities. In developing alternatives,
by tha RBCA standards. Tha RBCA standards are published and implemented N1-44/25  CERCLA guidance expresses a preference for the development of innovative treal-
thnrdoughoyt the state (and is _uﬁ:’:l:am“'ze" ad“: ,lmpigmnfhe; state Stﬁ?‘?‘a‘d) ment technologies if they offer the potential for superior treatment performance or
'?e p‘apé:mgm?m A "u.?,:eta:;z:'o R;ég':s“ h msspshs "‘:‘ge Lsod implementability, fewer adverse impacts than other available approaches, or lower
in the RI?FS rathar than TPH standards. If chemical anaiysis to show compliance costs for similar levels of performance than demonstrated technologies.
with RBCA standards is not available (as | suspect from the lack of data in the N1-45/79 Phytoremedtation is a low-cost remediation option for sites with widely dispersed
RUFS) then an sotion dotermination at thas Site £an Not be Made untl & compiéte o contamination at low concentrations. Based on the results of the phytoremediation
risk profile is ohtained through sampling. This Proposed Plan should ba treatability study, a determination will ba made as to subsequent action, if required,
withdrawn and resubmitted to public commant when charactenzation is complete; N1-43/79
the potential risk is fily known; snd realistic, compliant aiternatives identified and —_—— _
eveluated. It was previously a common practice at the INEEL to remove as much visible con-

) . tamtnation as possible when fixing pipe leaks and carrying out tank removais.

2 ::r‘%:: f?:::r:a?‘ e&eu?f:d?::?;:r;::r sﬁ‘:ﬁﬁ;&?g’f’:";&f Piain Ni-46/ During one tank removal at the Fuel Leak site, some soil could not be removed due
sourca term Of diesal was 1aft in the soil and fractured basalt &iaseignas migrated 31’2 1o the location of a nearby tank. The various sampling events and the associated
through fraciure basait of the vadose zone o the aquifer. Rémaminq diese! analytical resuits can be found in the Track 2 and comprehensive RI/FS documents
contaminaticn coald cominue 1 leach to the aquifer. Data analysis and modeling, based on assumptions about the quantities leaked,

. concluded that the spill would not affect groundwater. No definite evidence of

3 Re;?ﬂg’fbm mamvfmh?pmﬁsg;ﬁ e‘ :ﬂhnzamg_e :I.B ns :f:s‘ N1-47/79 these petroleum products reaching the groundwater has ever been shown. Section
2mo';red. Dt :aiarge an'mtrnt was lefl. Limed action s unaaceptéble due o the 6.3.3.4 and Appendixes B and C of the comprehensive RI/FS provide details of
large amount of Source temm left in piace witn the known contamination extending N148/ the data analysis and modeling used fo assess the potentiat for groundwater con-
completely through the vasoses zore 1o tng aqurler T exisling sourcs 1o - tamination from WA 1 surface and near surface sources
and pathway 10 the aquifer is not adeguately addressed by the preferred 81, 82
siternative. In addition. the kiaho RBCA cleanup standargs should be used N1-44725 e
rainer van tne less specific, less restnctive. and general TPH standards. | N1-49530 e edial action objective for the Fuel Leak site (WRRTF-13) was identified in

4 Any sor removed must e subject to 8 fulk hazardous waste determination pnar to I the revised (November 1998) proposed plan as: "Prevent direct exposure (o total
lardtarming. N1-50/%1 petroleurn hydrocarbon constituents at concentrations over 1,000 mg/kg, in accor-

dance with the State of Idaho Risk-Based Coirrective Action guidance." The RAO

Jim Christopher was changed in this ROD to: "Prevent exposure 10 petroleum hydrocarbon con-

sittuents in accordance with the Siate of Idaho Risk-Based Corrective Action guid-
ance.” The 1,000 mg/kg reference to total petroleum hydrocarbons was removed 1o
conform to the State of Idaho Risk-Based Corrective Action guidance cnacted on
January 1, 1997 This change 1s described in Part 11, Section 11, of this ROD.
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Nt -44/?5 (continued}

Assessments of risks and hazards from chemicals use national uniform standards
determined by scientific testing and agreed upon by agencies such as the EPA.
Chemicals and compounds for which toxicity values cannot yet be established,
such as PCBs and diesel fuel, use hazard quotients or risk-based guidelines, iden-
tified through federal and state regulations, Case study analysis and other
research constantly continues 1o refine and revise the guidelines.

N1-45/79
See response to Comment N 1-43, above.

N1-46/31, 82

The comprehensive RI/FS determined that contamination at the Fuel Leak site
does not threaten the aquifer. The 1995 QU 1-07B ROD for the Technical Support
Facility Injection Well determined on the basis of groundwater quality analyses
that this well is the source of groundwater contaminants at TAN. The well was last
used as a disposal site in 1972. Remediation of the contaminated groundwater
plume below TAN is proceeding in accordance with the 1995 ROD. More infor-
mation on this site is available in the Administrative Record for WAG 1.

N1-47/79
Sec response to Comment N E-43, above.
N1-48/81, 82

Sampling will be performed before excavation to determine the volume of soil
that must be removed. The samples will also be analyzed to characterize the con-
tamination. The sampling and characterization will be performed as specified in
the remedial design. The comprehensive RI/FS determined that contamination at
the Fuel Leak site does not threaten the aqufer. The previous removal was in
response to a spill and took as much soil as was thought to be necessaty. The
adjacent buildings are currently in use and are not scheduled for D&D within a
timeframe such that deferring all remediation of the Fuel Leak site would be pru-
dent management practice. An evatuation will be made in the remedial design to
determine the most appropriate time to perform the remediation.

See also response to Comment N 1-46, above.

N1-49/30 _ _ 7
See response to Comment N1-44, above.

Ni-50/81

See response to Conihéﬁt N 1-48,266ve.
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N2-1/52
A treatability shudy of planar 1SV, a technological improvement over conventional
. L. ISV, was carried out in 1998 for the V-Tanks site. The report on this study,
What's Your Opinion? Treatability Study for Planar In Situ Vitrification of INEEL Test Area North V-
Tanks, October 1998 (INEEL/EXT-98-00854), is available in the Administrative
Thes agersries Wert o hear Tom you [D decke Record. The resvlts of the study demonstrated that Alternative 4, involving planar
whal ACTIONS 10 13ke at Test Area North ™ ISV, could be readily implemenied and would have high effectiveness on the con-
tamination present in and surrounding the V-Tanks. The stty’s results fully sup-
port the ranking of ISV as shown in the November 1998 revised proposed plan.
Cormmarny: —
g N2.1/52 N2-2/56
V-Touks - 35 2ffens et ax . 83" mirs_ favmdinl .
V- Toukg - Profor 38 2fematas 7 just o f%éﬁ,* edtnies_gomoniesl. | Npassg  Allemative 3d is preferred for romediation of the PM-2A Tanks site because it
P07 A Temks = Comoue it ajdarwatng *Sd. { N2- would use a proven technology 10 achieve long-term effectiveness through
S Femlalls * Cnpn with elfmonthe 2’ | N2-3%60  removal of contaminants. The decontaminated tanks would not need to be
Dispet Bnd - Rabu 267 shbfin & dhe ‘e notusng prefimsel olmbis. | N2#6S  removed The cost-effectivencss is very high relative 1o other allematives
Buen Pt - Befor 3L 3t o o oMol of Wis som, et | N2-5/m1 N2-3/60
Busl Look = Coromr pith pffomtas ‘47 | N2 At the Soil Contamination Area South of the Trntable, Alternative 3a is readity
_ 80, 81 implemented and results in high long-term effectiveness by removing contaminat-

5 {Cornirnsed et rever
F yous wad ¢ <00y OF e Recond of [IACTIGN 3 REOrmiver s Sur ey ke s your 3y nedis oomect

INEEL Environmerital Rostoration Program FRET CLAS
PO. Box 2047 . POREAGE
aang Falls, 10 83403-2047 D
FOAHG FALLK,
PERMTT 13
Agcrest Service Regquestid

ed soil and consolidating it in a managed repository.
N2-4/65

For the Disposal Pond, Alternative 1 — Limited Action will effectively protect
human health and the environment from the risk posed by cesium-137 while
allowing the active portions within the release site to continue operating. The
cesium-137 (half-life of 30 years) will be attenuated through decay to below
accepiable levels within the 100-year institutional control period.

N2-5/71

The Agencies believe that the selection of Alternative 2 — Containment with
Native Soil Cover for the Burn Pits is supported by the analysis of cost-effective-
ness, compliance with threshold criteria, and implementability. The remedial
design will require sampiing and analysis to design the soil cover to ensure that it
will be completely protective of human health and the environment. I it were
determined that a fully protective cover could not be cost-effective, then one of the
Alternative 3 variations (Excavation and On-Site or Off-Site Disposat) would be
selected.

N2-6/80, 81

For the Fuel leak Site, Alternative 4 — Excavation and Land Farming results in
high tong-term effectiveness through removal and treatment, and has the lowest
cost of the four alternatives evaluated because it would not require long-term mon-
itoning.
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Test Area North, Waste Area Group 1
Public Comment Document N3

Comment(s)

Response ta Comments

The Department of Emrgy s (DOE) Revised Propowed Plan for Waste Area Group 1 - Test Arca
Noath {TAN) dated November 1994 contains a few important changes that are a result of the
Environmental Defense Inetinetc’s review of the February 1998 inirial plan that showed sigrificant non-
complisnce with spplicable statuts  The State of Idzho and Environmental Protection Agrocy egulatars
must be acknowledged for aking the steps within ther reguiatory suthonity 1o force DOE 1 revist the
initial TAN plan.

Unfortanasely. the TAN plan sull fals to provide remedial solutions tht meet Applicable or
Relevant spd Appropriste Requirenents (ARAR). The Plan offers no substentive information abost the
maximum contamination levels related to individaal Operatiosal Units {O17)  Consequemly, the general
public is effectively demed espntinl mformation upon which to make ther own detersmination of whether
the preferred altermabives were appropnate

The Pian claines 1o be "the comprehensive” CERCLA investigation wto TAM. This 1t not 2
comprehensive” Flan bocause the ANP Cask Seorage Pad, the Aren 10 HTRE Reactor Vesse! Bunia! Site,
and the TAN Pool have been cxeloded

The Heat Transfer Reactor Experment (HTRE) was pant of the 1960's Aircrafl Nucicar
Propulsica - Initial Engine Test - program The underground reactor storage umit (near the TAN Tumtabis)
was intended 29 & shiedded temporary stomge unit 1o put eactors and its shield plugs batween tost rusy
Thic storage und is & ton foot tank buriad vertically with the top cod cut out at the ground surfacs. The
rerclor vessel and shield plug (10 foct in lempth) were accidentally dropped intn the tank viz failed crane
nggng and the vesc] wedged 1o the Lk ruaking cxtraction difficult  So the HTRE was simply beft o the
storage unit and DOE is prepared to leave it there for ever despre the fact that 1t violates wastc disposal
regulations. in addron to the highly radsactive remctor vessel (C3-137, Co-60, 5r-90 contaminants) .
shield plugs of the HTRE s were fillod with mercusy which would also vinlaes RCRA hazardous waee
disposal regulations. According 1o the Remedial Investigation’ Feasibiliy Study (RUFS) “Soils bedow and
around the reactor vesscl storage wmty have not beon sumpled making 3 estinwte about the oature and
exgent of contamination at the sae difficult.” {DOEAD-10557@14-57) The HTRE reactor vessd is kem than
twos feet of the surface which creates & Jong term harard from exposure and the storege ank is already forty
vears old making any containment problamatic

The contamaaation the TAN Pian addresyes 13 mined bazardous / radioactive low-level wasts
(MLLW) and 15 listed 10 DOE's own Sste Treatment Plan (STF) whach the Department was required 1o
generate to comply witk the Federal Facilines Compliance Act. This MLLW designation is supported by
the TAN Remedial Investigatnon/Feassbility Study (RI/FS) sampie data that ciearty shows Resourcs
Comgervation Recavery Act {RCRA) Tonicity Charsoteristye Lanching Procedure (TCLP) extraction
analysis resulrs exceeding the regulatory liset in 40 CFR ss 268 48, Therefore RCRA Land Disposal
Restrictions (LDR) in 40 Codk of Fueral Regulations {CFR) Pasts 198 arut Pasts 268 for MLLW and
Nuclear Regulatory Comrussion 1) CFR«Sobpart I ss 6150 must be applied  Unfirrtunately, the Stage of
Idaho Dhvision of Environmental Quahity (DEQ) and the Epvirorenenial Prtection Agcncy as rexulators
reflse o foree DOE o compiv with e fegal regaurements of the most Sasic of envivonmenda! aws, The
Plan proposes disposal of this MLLW in a manney that wouldd not even compiy with municipal garbags
landfilt requirements lut alone the more stiogent MLLW negulaticas For those TAN hazardous wase
reboase sites. the LD s i 40 CFR 138 & 268 sull apphy

DOE docs coramnit to cueavanon of neo soul comamuaated sites | lowever, DOL s statement of “oo-
iz disporal at an appraved repositon” offers linle assyrance that DOE will meet regulaton requirements
At those ewo Operable Lnits. the agency 15 not speaiicalh comeminting to digspeal in 3 RERA curmpliant
Subutle C MLLW durrg:  Adewsttadhy | DOE 13 consdenng constructing a MLLW RCRA comphant dump
at the INEEL Idaho Chemical Pricessing Plant (ICPP) for ICPP waste however, theee is ne indication that

-

N3-1/8

N3-2/
4,12

N3-3/22

N3-4/22

N3-5/23

N3-6/
37,83

N3-1/8

In response (o public comment, the Agencies revised the proposed plan and re-
released it. During the review of comments on the proposed plan, the Agencies
reassessed their initial determination for some WAG 1 sites that the preferred
alternative provided the best balance between criteria, The Agencies factored in
newly available information and the points of view expressed by the public. A
Feasibility Study Supplement was prepared to consider several additional alterna-
tives and reevaluate the alternatives. The proposed plan was revised accordingly.

N3-2/4, 12

The investigation and cleanup process and schedule for TAN have complied with
the FFA/CO for the INEEL signed in 1991. Every reasonable effort is made to
ensure that TAN remediation activitics contribute to the ultimate goal of protecting
human health and the environment by use of recognized engineering and instim-
tional responses, that meet standards for protectiveness identified by the Agencies.
These standards (ARARs) were identified in the comprehensive RUFS and this
ROD and will be enforced by the Agencies.

The Agencies appreciate all suggestions from the public on types of information
that could help a proposed plan betier serve its purpose. The proposed plan is an
important community relations activity undertaken as part of the CERCLA
process. The EPA’'s CERCLA guidelines (see 40 CFR 300.430 and Guidance on
Preparing Superfund Decision Documents, OSWER Directive 9355.3-02) define a
proposed plan’s content and purpose.

The proposed plan, under CERCLA guidelines, supplements and is based on the
comprehensive RI/FS "but is not a substitute for that document." The proposed
plan provides a "brief summary description" of (1) the remedial alternatives evalu-
ated; (2) the alternative that is preferred; (3) the information that supports the
selection of the preferred allernative. Other sections of the proposed plan — histo-
ry and nature of site contamination, previous actions, and risk assessment — are
merely sumrnaries of more detailed investigations, mcluded as background infor-
mation.

For readers who seek more comprehensive detail on any aspect of the investiga-
tion process, the plan provides references to the relevani sections of the compre-
hensive RUFS and other documents in the Administrative Record that present in
full the information from which the proposed plan is derived. The complete
details of operable unit investigations, including sampling data, data sources, and
maximum contaminznt levels, can be found in the comprehensive RI/FS, Track 1,
Track 2, and other WAG 1 documents in the Administrative Record.

N3-3/22

The proposed plan is a summary of those sites at TAN where remedial action is
required to protect human health and the environment from risks posed by past
releases of contamination. The proposed plan is based on the comprehensive
RI/FS for WAG I, which was the culmination of nearly 50 investigations of poten-
tial release sites at TAN. These investigations, which began afier the 1991 signing
of the FFA/CO for INEEL, determined that 94 potential release sites at TAN
required study. A 1995 Record of Decision initiated action at 2 sites and deter-
mined that no action or no further action was needed at 30 sites. The comprehen-
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N3-3/22 (continued)

sive RI/FS evaluated the remaining 62 potential release sites and determined that
no action or no further action was needed at 33 sites, and threats (o human health
required remedial action at 9 sites. One of these 9 sites, the Mercury Spill Area
(TSF-08) was sclected for a treatability siudy and will be remediated (if necessary)
under WAG 10. Two sites do not pose a threat 1o human health but do pose a risk
to the environment: the LOFT-02 Disposal Pond and the WRRTF-03 Evaporation
Pond. These sites also will be addressed under WAG 10. As part of the compre-
hensive WAG 1 nisk assessment, all TAN buildings and structures that are still
active or inactive but in standby mode were also evaluated to determine whether
future releases from them could occur that would affect the cumulative and com-
prehensive assessment of risk. As documented in Appendix D of the comprehen-
sive RI/FS, only 4 of the 89 buildings or structures could pose risk in the future.
Appendix D also describes the programs in place to prevent risks to human health
or the environment. The information and evaluations leading to these decisions is
contained in the Administrative Record. The primary decision documents are the
0OU 1-07 ROD, the comprehensive RI/FS, the Feasibility Study Supplement, and
the Track t and Track 2 reports. The Agencies believed that the proposed plan
issued in February 1998 and the revised proposed plan issued in November 1998
summanized this information adequately. To resolve any confusion or lack of clar-
ity that may have resulted, the following list recaps the disposition of the sites in
question.

TSF-43 (RPSSA Buildings TAN-647 and TAN-648 and outside pads). This is part
of an active facility and will be further assessed during removal. The contaming-
tion that is present under the outside pads is fixed in place with an asphalt cover.
The contamination that lies beyond the asphalted area was evaluated as TSF-06,
Soil Contamination Area South of the Tumtable, and the portion of this site that
was determined to require remediation will be cleaned up in accordance with the
decistons implemented in this ROD. More information on this site is avatlable in
the Administrative Record for WAG 1.

TSF-06, Area 10, Buried Reactor Vessel. The uradiated reactor vessel is con-
tained in a metal storage tank and is believed to be more than 10 feet below
ground surface. No pathway to human or ecological receptors exists. More infor-
mation on this site is available in the Administrative Record for WAG 1.

TAN Pool (part of TAN-607 Hot Shop). The TAN Pool is part of an active facili-
ty. Potential threats to human health and the environment from this site will be
addressed during its removal from use. More information on this site is available
in the Adminisirative Record for WAG 1. As part of an active facility, the TAN
Pool is not being addressed under this CERCLA action.

N3-4/22

See response to Comment N3-3, above.

N3-5/23

Mixed low-level waste (MLLW) contains both hazardous and low-level radioac-
tive components. The contents of the V-Tanks {TSF-09 and TSF-18) and the PM-2A
Tanks (TSF-26) are considered mixed low-level waste (MLLW). Regulations appli-
cable to these sites are listed in Part 11, Section 7, of this ROD.
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, N , o N3-6/37, 83
th:T.Ah_MLL“v will be intemed thene. Questions about the ICPP MLLW dumg being in & 10500 year N3-6/ — e - -
flood piain Bave yet to be rescdved. The Enviroamental Defins: Instituie advocates for the construction of " The actual on-site disposal location for TAN materials, which could be the
3 RCRA Subtitle C dump not m any fiood phains and off the Snake River Plan Aquifer. Sec EDI 37.83 Radioactive Waste Management Complex (RWMC), the proposed ICDF, or anoth-
commoats on ICFP Proposed Plan. Dumynng adsectrve and chamicai wasic in unlined shaliow prts and (continued) e facility, will be determined during remedial design following implementation of
mj?::::;ﬁ&:” m,"?w‘:rsm m_fcm.:q’é'? mrzl": m’m"“’_‘“_’"‘.g this ROD. The proposed ICDF would be a landfill for low level radionuclide-con-
s CoEamBaDn of 06 St Aot & s o o o bt rentcd taminated soil and debris. Selection of the ICDF for disposal of TAN materials
Plan mtends W repeat thiy dumping practice despie undensablc examples of failuce of tis approach. DOE N3-7/4 depends at least in part on the timeframe associated with construction of the facili-
has already gotten away with tus sliegal durmping in the Test Remctor Area Warm Waste Pead ty and its waste acceptance criteria. Costs for this facility, however, would likely
Environmental Restoration project completed in 1397, The Deparmicns proposes 1o repest this type of be much lower than current RWMC disposal fees.
dumpieg st the Naval Reactor Facity. Arpoune-West and agan a: Test Area Norw: The ICDF is being planned under Waste Area Group 3 at the Idaho Nuclear

DOE new pian for the TAN PM-2A wastc tanks is 'ramun at ang traaument of the tank congents™ Technology and Engineering Center (INTEC; formerly the 1daho Chemical
wich 15 an umprosement to thewr eariier plan The problem 15 that the “wroamnent” and disposal of the N3-8/58 Processing Plant). A description of the proposed ICDF, including its siting,
“treatcd” waste i3 not specified  In previcus plans thes troammcnt meant miving the waste with cement design, capacity, lifespan, and waste acceptance criteria, was presented in October
‘W':‘d and dumping st back 1 shaliow pats ar the INEEL. This i another kesson NOT learned at PNEEL s 1998, in the Proposed Plan for Waste Area Group 3 at the Idaho Chemical
r&“ﬁﬁm’mﬁmﬁﬁwmﬁ "’fﬁ:w"’: Z:’:L‘;:‘I":”d EDE Processing Plant. The Record of Decision for Waste Area Group 3 is expected to
grologic reposstony 1 daveloped. f be finalized in September 1999,

Below Tabie A lists the Operable Units onamaminase reloass sites) and the propased decisicons N3-7/4 I
;‘??:j'::ﬂ?h‘.’;" ot mﬁ Eﬁﬁmlfim;ﬁ v’;ﬁj‘:o:’:“‘""‘f da ':w N3-9/12 The investigation and cleanup process and schedule for TAN have complied with
The Cnviroamenta) Defiense astimte belicves that this information is exseshal to making @ rformed the FFA/CO for the INEEL signed in 1991, Every reasonable effort 1s made to
docision as 10 whether DOE s peeferred sltermative is appropnate. Regulstors should have insisted that this ensure that TAN remediation activities contribute to the ultimate goal of protecting
wfiematon e e hided i the Plan that was maued out to the general public human health and the environment by use of recognized engineering and institu-

tional responses, that meet standards for protectiveness identified by the Agencies

DO bas never in any of uts INEEL Emironmantal Restoration Recond of Decisians (ROD) been: {DOE, EPA, and State of Idaho). These standards (ARARs) were identified in the
forced by the regulatons 1o specify what istitational control constifutes. Only through that legally binding comprehensive RI/FS and this ROD and will be enforced by the Agencies. The
ROD docurraent can DOF. be held liable for specific sczions. For mstance. 129 veary of institubonal coatrol remedi sed for WAG 1 si : av illesal
\the anuunt 1L hus comumatied to) coald be interpreted as retaining ownersn:p and annaal tivbys 1o N3-10/ TCMEdICs propo or sites arc n no way illegal.
monitor the sae. 1a view of the wicity of the waste It ixardous for hundreds of thousands of vears, 41,40, 14  The CERCLA process cammied out for TAN includes all required community rela-
;”:’ﬂ;’;if“:; :’:‘;ﬂ? m;“:;?:;“;‘ii‘“ ‘u:m‘“-‘t‘“‘“‘*;'““’j‘ "‘_“-‘""‘F'; the tions activities, to ensure the public appropriate opportunities for involvement in a
duration. Monitonng rauss anchude sor) and mm;:‘m :;‘pimg - m:::“ﬁ: “ﬂ":““"‘“‘m""mm'tg A wide variety of site-related decisions, including site analysis and characterization,
trust fund must atso be established 0 that if the fsderal government aa decides Lo gaore the law, tat alternatives analysis, and sclection of remedy. The public meetings, the proposed
“tas or ipcal grrerment will have the rasourste t dn the sk plans and assoctated comment periods, and the Administrative Record alt provided

opportunities for the community to leam about the WAG 1 remediation and inform

Ihe preterred aliernative for the ¥ Tanks (TAN 35115 wsite vnfication 11I5V). EDI believes the Agencies about their concerns, The Agencies hope that the WAG 1| CERCLA
that the National Emironmental Palicy Azt applies Deviause it is ¢ maor federal acion with N3-11/54 process with its public comment oppottanities, and other regulatory hearing
potential for significantiy atfesting the quality of e human environment $10.471 364 = major processes required by RCRA, will help build trust in the INEEL's path forward.
action The potential for releases that couid affect the envirnnment have plagued this technolowy
as seen with explosions at DOE s Ouk Ridpe Natiozna! Laboratory, Hantard, and INEEL. With N3-8/58
rissile materiai the issue of criticality potential must also be addressed  DOF offery ny disclosure N3-12/53 —_——

of emission control systems (gas and particulate) or the required hazard categon 1wo or greater
1har jequires double containment and impact capahilty currenthy netincluded in the 1SV plan
DOL has not identified the arceptahle risk range ror sagni-trerm ask =y warkers and pubtic
cartently not included 1w the 18% plan The cld adage thar “the devii 15 in the devails " appiies
here DOE has no pubig credibdiny 1o deselop the details™ behing ciosed doors because thar
process iead to the massive INEEL comamnanon and a 37%-2% bilkcn superfund cleanup legacy.

3

volume of the hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants through destnic-
tion or alieration. Stabilization, by decreasing the mobility of hazardous sub-
stances, is a form of treatment. Proposed plan wording may have incorrectly
implied that stabilization s not a form of treatment.

Decontamination and other treatment as required o meet ARARs will be devel-
oped during the remedial design. Grouting, as a method of treatment or stabiliza-
tion, will not be a part of the selected remedy.

Given the uncertain schedule for opening of a permanent geologic repository and
the difficulty in estimating storage and disposal costs, vitrification and temporary
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Response to Comments

DOE Guidelines to NEPA compliance (10 CFR 1021 Appendix B Subpart D} and the
Categorical Exclusions (CE) (B(2) & B(3)) prohibit use of CE's for waste trestment facilitics.
Caregorical Exclusiots can not be used when the project “requires siting and construction or
Tajor expansion of waste storage, disposal, recovery, or treatment facifities (including
wmm&mm surface water and groundwater water or disturb
hazardous substances, poflutsnts. contaminams = Therefore, if DOE proceeds with the ISV, it
mut meet NEPA requiremenss.

DOE must meet RCRA Land Dispoxs] Restricoon (LDR) Universal Trearment
Rupmemmu or dispose of waste in RCRA compliamt Subtitle C 42 USC 6924 (B) (IAXD)
construction requirements Idaho Hazardous Waste Management Act also applies to clomure of
RCRA storage units.  The V tanks and the PM 1anks £t in this storage class. IDAPA 16.01 05
and they are also listed in the INEFL Site Trestment Plan as MLLW.

ISV is not an approved treatment in RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions (40 CFR 268.40)
Treatment Standards for Hazardous Wastes. V-1, 2, & 3 tanks have 22 RCRA, hsted wastes in
excess of the Universal Treatment Standards (268 43} V-9 1ank has 26 RCRA listed wastes in
excess of the Universal Trestment Standards (UTS) DOE is obliged to show how ISV will meet
the treatment standards for each and everyone of the contaminates exceeding the UTS
For example. Mercury, and Arocior (a PCB) require incineration or retort. DOE must show how
ISV meets treatment requirehent [or exemption fom RCRA Subtitle C MLILW dispusal
DOE must test in-situ post melt and have 2 contingency plan if the insitu vitrification does not
meet RCRA Universal Treatment Standards.

Haw is DOE mecting NRC licence requirements for permanent disposal site under 10
CFR 61,50 Subpart D Technical Requirements for Land Disposal Facilities and 10CFR 61.52
(‘hu(‘IlWMud\reqms.':mef( 1ﬁ4ﬂ)mvu-nr500yurbﬂmmdhﬁummCFR
(¥ e

§1,39 Instinitiona! Controls can ot be Tetied upon for more than 100 FEAS.

N3-13/54

N3-14/
54, 58

N3-15/54

N3-16/4

N3-8/58 (continued) o

storage of the waste would have 1 very “low cost-effectiveness. Moreover it would
likely not be able to be implemented within a reasonable time.

All applicable ARARs, as identified in Part 11 of this ROD, will be enforced by the
Agencies. Verification techniques will be described in the remedial design.
Satisfaction of LDRs, as required, will be enforced by the Agencies.

N3-9/12

See responsehto Comment N3-2, above.
N3-10/41, 40, 14

Institutional controls are ongoing actions to minimize potential threats to human
health and the environment. Institutional controls include legal access restrictions,
such as deed restrictions, and physical access restrictions, such as fencing, signs,
physical structures such as embankments, and security measures. Deed restric-
tions, which limit the available use of and activities that can be performed at a
given site, prevent the completion of exposure pathways that would result in an
unacceptable risk to human health. Physical access restrictions himit exposure to
contaminants in soil and are effective for contamination that is not likely to
become airborne.

[nstitutional controls have relatively low annual costs and can be an effective com-
ponent of a CERCLA response, especially as a supplement to engineering con-
trols. Institutional controls are not substituted for active response measures (i.e.,
treatment or removal) as the sole remedy unless such active measures are deter-
mined not to be practicable during the evaluation of alternatives. At any site
where the remedial measure leaves contamination in place at levels that could
potentially pose a risk to human health, institutional contrels would be implement-
ed to maintain protectiveness. Site reviews every 5 years would evaluate the
effectiveness of the institutional controls. Permanent markers will be installed at
any site at which radioactive contamination is left in place.

Institutional controls would be maintained while the responsible authority 1s in
control of the site, which at INEEL will be a minimum of 100 years following site
closure. The institutional contro} period is the term referring to this duration of
site responsibility. At TAN, the 100-vear institutional control period is assumed to
begin in 1999 and end in 2099. Part 11, Section 12, of this ROD provides more
detaiis o usutubionai vonuots for WAG |1 siics.

Environmental monitoring is the sampling of soil, air, water, plants, or animals to
detect changing conditions at a site that may require further evaluation.
Environmental monitoring would continue for a least 100 years after the site is
remediated if contamination remains at the site. For the seven sites to be remedi-
ated under this ROD, environmental monitoring would only be required at the
PM-2A Tanks (TSF-26), the Disposal Pond {TSF-07), and the Burn Pits (TSF-03
and WRRTF-01).

Environmental monitoring under the CERCLA process may consist of the collec-
tion and analysis of air, soil, plants, and other media from a site. Air monitoring
may include the use of high- and low-volume air samplers to determine whether
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Table A

Site Alcrmative ¥ [&

Tow-kevel Rad Contamianted Sofls

TAN Injection Well TSF05 Puzp a0d 16 Eglemmented

SEF says bguidiatudge is MLLW

Turutable PSF-06 Arca B 3a § DOE proposes Excavate soil and angite dispessi
Waste Qualifies as MLLW
13736 Contarainaed Soif | . | DOF propoves removal action
(inmiutioml cordrai)
Waste qualifics g3 MLLW
Tan Disppsal Pond (TSF-07) I | M proposes no removal action
STP says contamingeed soal is MLLW.
WHRTF Bum Pits WRRTF-01 : 1§ DOE proposcs ao removal action sad sail cover
) qualifics 35 hazardous wane
Meicury Spill Avca T5F08 5 | DOE proposts excavation soil zmd
aff gite dispansat
Qualifies 33 bazardous wasie
Dricsel Fuel Leak WRRTF-13 1 | DOE proposas remosal action and spil eever
Qualifies 11 harardoos wair
MHspotal Pond Laft-02 0 | DOE proposes ne action
Wauste quabifies as MLLW
Drainags Pool TSF-10 © | DOE propeses no actioa
Wasie qualifles as MLLW
Tanks
V-Tanks TIFOPL8 4 | DOF proposes tn-situ virrification (abenative 4}

V-1 2, und 3 are 10,000 gallow tanks
Vo8 {TSF-18) is & 100 gutlon tunk
Tarks are ~ LU deup

if Exils (high VOC fixely exploda)

STP says liquid/sludge MLLW

Couents and 5018 of V tanks quatify as MLLW
V-2 tank tiguig spil] (1,700 gal)

IET Valve Pir  TSF-1) n [ PO proposes No 2itten
S5TP saysconmminatsd soil is MLLW
page -3
FM-2A Taoks TSE-26 41 | DOE proposcs soil excavation onsiie disposal and
Vol b aned Veld Les-xilss graneiung of iz conenis

STP ity debinstudge is ME1W

STP - INEEL $ite Treatment Plun a complisnce docwsmzer foe Faseral Facils Compliancs Act

Tgrared sites ANF Cash Storape Pad,  Asies 10) Reiwrr Vewel Buriad Sue
TAN Pool coataaniated sal , TAN 616

W

N3-10/41, 40, 14 (continued)}

'fugitive radionuclides escape sites where contaminated surface soils exist. Soil

monitoring may include radiation surveys over and around sites where contaminat-
ed soil and debris are left in place to evaluate whether radiomuclides are mobilized
to the surface.

The specific types of environmental monitoring conducted at TAN sites where
contamination remaing in place or residual contamination may remain after treat-
meni or removal actions will be determined during the remedial design phase.

The federal government has an obligation to provide adequate institutional con-
trols (i.c., limit access) to areas that pose a significant health and/or safety risk to
the public and workers until that risk diminishes 1o an acceptable level for the
intended purpose. Achicvement of this obligation hinges on continued
Congressional appropriation of sufficient funds to the responsible government
entity charged to maintain the institutional controls for as long as necessary and as
long as the federal government of the United States remains viable.

N3-11/54

The Agencies would enforce all applicable ARARS, including LDRs, as identified
in Part II of this ROD. Verification techniques would be described in the remedial
design. The selected remedy for the V-Tanks was changed to Alternative 2 — Soil
and Tank Removal, Ex Situ Treatment of Tank Contenis, and Disposal during a
reevaluation of alternatives for this site, triggered by an increase in the estimated
cost for the ISV alternative, and the new availability of off-site commercial treat-
ment facilities permitied (o bandle mixed wastes similar 1o those in the V-Tanks.

N3-12/53

The ISV technology that was tested is a modification called planar ISV, 1t is
described in the Treatability Study for Planar In Situ Vitrification of INEEL Test
Area North V-Tanks, October 1998 (INEEL/EXT-98-00854). Planar ISV is an
enhancement of conventional ISV technology that resolves problems that have
occurred using conventional ISV. By treating the contamination matrix from the
ground surface down, conventional ISV can trap volaiile materials below the meit
resulting in pressure buildup that can cause displacement of material from the melt
pool, overheating of the off-gas treatment system, and process upsets. Planar ISV
resolves these issues by positioning the melt planes to the sides of the contamina-
tion area, allowing the melt to proceed from the sides inward toward the center so
the vapors can vent upward and be effectively and safely removed. Reliability
problems and process upsets are not anticipated for planar ISV,

Planar ISV could simultancously treat, in situ, the radioactive and chemically haz-
ardous materials in the V-Tanks (including the PCBs) and the contaminated soil sur-
rounding the tanks. A full-scale demonstration to meet Toxic Substances Control
Act (TSCA} requirements was performed at the Apparatus Service Center Superfund
Site in Spokane, Washington, to treat PCBs, All objectives were met and an EPA
TSCA permit was issued in October 1995, A large-scale remediation was success-
fully performed on dioxin and other organic wastes from the Wasatch Chemical
Superfund Site in Salt Lake City, Utah. At both sites, treatment efficiency of over
99.99% was demonsirated. The planer ISV system has been accepted for use on



